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Application Papers 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Allowable Subject Matter 

1 . Claims 8, 18, 28 and 38 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 1-3, 5-7, 10-13, 15-17, 20-23, 25-27, 30-33, 35-37 and 40-42 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Koichi et al. (JP61 159690). 

4. In regard to claim 1 Koichi et al. teaches a rendering system in which a frame 
memory 1 1 where a 2D image is formed is subdivided into 320 (16 x 20) predetermined 
unit areas . Each of said unit areas comprise 64 x 64 bits and correspond to pattern 
memory 92 (Abstract, U 1 ; Figs. 1,5). 

In Fig. 5 Koichi et al. illustrates an overlaid part 33 (optional area) corresponding 
to a first object 31 and second object 32, wherein said first object 31 is located beyond 
said second object 32 and said first and second objects overlap. Koichi et al. teaches 
that overwrite rendering is determined for each unit area in the optional area via use of 
a pattern , which is stored in pattern memory 92 (Abstract, 2; Fig. 6). 

It is noted said system is considered to perform the method. 
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5. In regard to claim 2 Koichi et al. teaches generating a frame image in which all 
object of the 2D image except for the first object are rendered (Fig. 4), determining a 
rendering range where the first object should be rendered in the generated frame image 
(Fig. 3) and wherein the overlaid part 33 is determined based on the rendering range. It 
is noted that said overlaid part 33 represents a part of said first object 31 and said 
second object 32. It is further noted that the claim language for claim 2 states 
determining a rendering range where the first object should be rendered and thus does 
not limit the rendering of said object to only said rendering range. 

6. In regard to claim 3 it is noted said pattern illustrated in Fig. 6 (checkerboard 
pattern) is considered a predetermined pattern. 

7. In regard to claim 5 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 2 is 
incorporated herein. 

8. In regard to claim 6 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 3 is 
incorporated herein. 

9. In regard to claim 7 Koichi et al. teaches that the degree of transparency can be 
changed arbitrarily by changing the ratio of overlapping between the transparent pixels 
in the semitransparent rectangle 32 and the pixels to be filled (Abstract, 3). It is noted 
that if said ratio is set to a minimum value then it is considered that there would be a low 
amount to no overlapping. 

10. In regard to claim 10 it is noted said pattern illustrated in Fig. 6 is considered a 
predetermined design - a rectangle. 
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11. In regard to claim 1 1 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 1 is 
incorporated herein. 

12. In regard to claim 12 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 2 is 
incorporated herein. 

13. In regard to claim 13 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 3 is 
incorporated herein. 

14. In regard to claim 15 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 2 is 
incorporated herein. 

15. In regard to claim 16 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 3 is 
incorporated herein. 

16. In regard to claim 16 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 7 is 
incorporated herein. 

17. In regard to claim 20 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 10 is 
incorporated herein. 

18. In regard to claim 21 Koichi et al. illustrates a program ROM 6 in Fig. 1 . The 
rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated herein. It is noted said 
program ROM is considered to include program code for performing the steps of said 
method. 

19. In regard to claim 22 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 2 is 
incorporated herein. 

20. In regard to claim 23 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 3 is 
incorporated herein. 
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21 . In regard to claim 25 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 5 is 
incorporated herein. 

22. In regard to claim 26 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 6 is 
incorporated herein. 

23. In regard to claim 27 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 7 is 
incorporated herein. 

24. In regard to claim 30 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 10 is 
incorporated herein. 

25. In regard to claim 31 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 21 is 
incorporated herein. 

26. In regard to claim 32 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 2 is 
incorporated herein. 

27. In regard to claim 33 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 3 is 
incorporated herein. 

28. In regard to claim 35 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 2 is 
incorporated herein. 

29. In regard to claim 36 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 3 is 
incorporated herein. 

30. In regard to claim 37 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 7 is 
incorporated herein. 

31 . In regard to claim 40 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 10 is 
incorporated herein. 
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32. In regard to claim 41 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 21 is 
incorporated herein. 

33. In regard to claim 42 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 1 is 
incorporated herein. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

34. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

35. Claims 4, 14, 24 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Koichi et al. (JP61 159690), as applied to claims 1-3, 5-7, 10-13, 15- 
17, 20-23, 25-27, 30-33, 35-37 and 40-42, in view of Foley et al. (Computer Graphics: 
Principles and Practice). 

36. In regard to claim 4 Koichi et al. fails to explicitly teach making a determination 
that the overwrite rendering is possible by setting the Z coordinate value to a value 
indicating a maximum or minimum Z coordinate value. Foley et al. teaches that the z- 
buffer or depth-buffer image-precision algorithm is one of the simplest visible-surface 
algorithms to implement in either software or hardware, in which a z-value is stored for 
each pixel. The z-buffer is initialized,to zero, representing the z-value at the back 
clipping plane (p. 668-672, § 15.4). It is noted said back clipping plane is considered 
the minimum Z coordinate value for a given pixel. 
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It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art, at the time of the applicant's 
invention, to incorporate the z-buffer taught by Foley et al. into the system taught by 
Koichi et al., because said z-buffer provides a conventional storage means by which to 
store relevant depth coverage information, such as that assigned to said pattern (Koichi 
et al. - Fig. 6), as well as providing a simple means through which a storage means 
could be incorporated. 

37. In regard to claim 14 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 4 is 
incorporated herein. 

38. In regard to claim 24 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 4 is 
incorporated herein. 

39. In regard to claim 34 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 4 is 
incorporated herein. 

40. Claims 9, 19, 29 and 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Koichi et al. (JP61 159690), as applied to claims 1-3, 5-7, 10-13, 15- 
17, 20-23, 25-27, 30-33, 35-37 and 40-42, in view of Yan (U.S. Patent No. 4, 918, 625). 

41 . In regard to claim 9 Koichi et al. fails to explicitly teach changing a degree of 
semi-transparency of the first object by setting the predetermined pattern. Yan teaches 
a method and apparatus for processing translucent objects, where an array of flag bits 
which delineates the visible portion of a polygon surface (a "visible bed of nails" of the 
surface) and the step of changing the state of the glad bits from "1" to "0" in direct 
proportion to the translucency factor of the surface (column 2, lines 34-45). Yan further 
teaches that for processing the polygon surfaces the modular digital image generator 
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employs a "bed of nails" device which provides quantization finer than that of a basic 
picture element (pixel). Subpixel resolution is used to minimize anomalies and aliasing 
effects which are evidenced by image "stair stepping", "crawling", "line breakup", and 
"scintillation" (column 1, lines 41-48). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art, at the time of the applicant's 
invention, to incorporate the system of Yan, which is directed to translucency, into the 
system taught by Koichi et al., because it would allow for said combined system to 
effectively minimize anomalies and aliasing effects, which are evidenced by image "stair 
stepping", "crawling", "line breakup" and "scintillation," thus allowing for a higher quality 
visual image which utilizes transparency to be presented. 

42. In regard to claim 19 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 9 is 
incorporated herein. 

43. In regard to claim 29 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 9 is . 
incorporated herein. 

44. In regard to claim 39 the rationale disclosed in the rejection of claim 9 is 
incorporated herein. 

Response to Amendment 

45. In response to Applicant's remarks in regards to the 35 U.S.C. 101 rejection said 
rejection has been withdrawn in lieu of said remarks. 

46. In response to Applicant's remarks that the Office maintains that the prior art 
made of record and not relied upon does not render the claims of the present 
application unpatentable when either considered alone or in combination it is noted that 
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said cited reference(s) have merely been made of record and not applied. Applicant's 
arguments have been fully considered, but have not been deemed persuasive. 

Conclusion 

47. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Peter-Anthony Pappas whose telephone number is 571- 
272-7646. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9:00am-5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ulka Chauhan can be reached on 571-272-7782. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Peter-Anthony Pappas 

Examiner 
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